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Barbara Lockwood is a noticed witness who pre-filed testimony. The preponderance of

that testimony is opinion. Energy Freedom Coalition of America ("EFCA") has questions related

to Ms. Lockwood's opinions and seeks Ms. Lockwood's direct answers. Live questions and

answers, with immediate follow-up, are the best, most efficient way to get facts from the witness

rather than position statements from a lawyer.
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Arizona  Public Se rvice  Compa ny ("APS" or "the  Compa ny") ha s  re que s te d a  prote ctive

orde r requiring the  EFCA to propound discove ry on APS 's  witness , Ba rba ra  Lockwood, through

"less  intrusive  means," such as  through da ta  requests , before  taking her deposition.1 APS argues

that a  protective  order is  appropria te  because:

1. writte n dis cove ry is  the  be tte r dis cove ry me thodology in Arizona  Corpora tion

Commis s ion ("ACC") proce e dings  a nd tha t writte n dis cove ry ha s  e s s e ntia lly

rendered the  use  of depositions "largely um1ecessary"2,

2. a  de pos ition conducte d be fore  the  filing of Ms . Lockwood's  re butta l te s timony

would "not concern the  comple te  se t of tes timony993, .~....,J
9

10

1 1

an ea rly depos ition in a  complex case  with multiple  pa rtie s  would "unde rmine  the

orde rly ga the ring of informa tion."4
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None  of the s e  re a s ons  jus tifie s  a  prote ctive  orde r, which would de prive  EFCA of a

fundamenta l discovery tool and would shie ld APS and its  witness  from appropria te  and s tandard

discovery. EFCA needs , and has  a  clea r right to use , a  deposition and the  infonna tion tha t could

come from it. APS's  a lternative  suggestion of delaying the  deposition would disadvantage ERICA's

a bility to time ly obta in, a na lyze , a nd a pply informa tion in its  ca s e  in chie f. This  dis a dva nta ge

would be  particula rly keen as  APS has  had unlimited time  to prepare  its  applica tion and put on its

own case . Ms. Lockwood he rse lf a ffirms in he r own te s timony tha t timing is  absolute ly critica l for

this  ca se .5 Accordingly, for the  re a sons  pre se nte d be low, EFCA re spe ctfully re que s ts  tha t the

pres iding office r issue  an order re jecting APS 's  motion and granting EFCA's  notice  of deposition.

Ba rba ra  Lockwood is  the  ke y AP S  witne s s  who provide d pre -file d te s timony in this

proceeding. Her testimony and knowledge of this case is comprehensive, as she addresses virtually

a ll e le me nts  of the  ra te  ca se s  a nd provide s  a n ove rvie w of the  e ntire  ra te  re que s t.7 S he  a lso

24
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1 APS Motion for Procedura l Conference and Interim Protective a t 2 (October 6, 2016) [hereinafter "APS Motion"] .
2 Id. at 4.
3 Id. at 2.
4 Id.
5 Direct Tes timony of Barbara  D. Lockwood on Behalf of Arizona  Public Service Company a t 25:5-1 l (June l, 2016)
l[hereina fter "Lockwood Tes timony"].
6 Arizona  Public Service Company Rate Applica tion a t 19 (June 1, 2016).
'1 Lockwood Tes timony a t 1:9~23.
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dis tinctly addresses  issues  of crucia l importance  to dis tributed genera tion ("DG") sola r customers

and advoca tes . For example , she  discusses: grandfa thering of ne t metering customers  ("NEM"),8

NEM cus tome r compe ns a tion a nd a n a lle ge d cos t s hift,9 NEM/DG cus tome rs  only pa ying a

fraction of the ir cost of seryice ,10 loss  of sa les  due  to energy efficiency and NEM not recovered in

the  LFCR," and s ignificant ra te  des ign changes , including the  impos ition of demand cha rges .12

Her te s timony is  the  fulcrum of APS 's  s tory in this  ca se . The  preponde rance  of he r te s timony is

opinion. EFCA ha s  critica l a nd re le va nt que s tions  re la te d to Ms . Lockwood's  opinions , which

require  her direct answers as a  witness offering specia lized testimony. Live questions and answers,

with imme dia te  follow-up, a re  the  s ta nda rd, be s t, a nd mos t e fficie nt wa y to ge t fa cts  from this

witness .10

11 ME MO R ANDUM O F  P O INTS  AND AUTHO R ITIE S
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Depositions  a re  a  s tandard discovery device , endorsed and made  readily ava ilable  under

Arizona 's  procedura l rules  and ACC regula tions . Arizona 's  deposition rules  a re  given "broad and

libe ra l tre a tme nt."13 Commiss ion re gula tions  codify the  right to ta ke  de pos itions  in a ddition to

other da ta  requests : "The  Commission, a  Commissioner, or any party to any proceeding before  it

may cause the depositions of witnesses to be taken in the manner prescribed by law and of the  civil

procedure  for the  Superior Court of the  s ta te  of Arizona ."14

As the  party resis ting discovery, APS has the  burden of proof to es tablish tha t it should be

excused from answering or time ly pa rticipa ting in discove ry.15 "The  va rious  means  of discove ry

may be  used in any sequence  and with unlimited frequency up to the  point where  a  pa rty shows

annoyance, embarrassment, oppression, or undue burden or expense."16 Here, ra ther than proving

or showing an actua l problem or burden, the  Company compla ins  about hypothe tica l, potentia l

23

24

25

26

27

28

8 Id. at 4:11 and 21:1-7, 23:8-25
9 Id. at 4:11, 21:17, 22:1-12, 22:21-28, 23:1-6.
10 Id. at 6:5,
ll Id. at 14:1-4.
12 Id. at 20:8-19.
13Skoal v. City of GIendale, 3 Ariz. App. 254, 257-58, 413 P.2d 585, 588-89 (1966).
14 Ariz. Admin. Code R14-3-109(P).
15Hine v. Super. Ct. In and For Yuma County, 18 Ariz. App. 568, 571, 504 P.2d 509, 512 (1972).
16 Id. (emphasis added).
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ha rdship. In a  mere  five  line s , the  Company compla ins  depos itions  "cou1d"17 cause  problems ,

cccouldwlg le ad to more  depos itions , "could"19 become  supe rfluous , and might re sult in "more

de pos itions  a fte r re butta l."20 By the  Compa ny's  own te rms , this  lis t is  hypothe tica l-so much so

tha t it could apply to eve ry proceeding be fore  the  Commiss ion. Nowhere  does  APS  show, a s  it

must, actual annoyance, embarrassment, oppression, undue burden, or expense for this depos ition

in this case . Having fa iled to mee t its  burden, its  motion should be  denied.

7

8

I. The  Company mus t meet and confer before  complica ting this  cas e  with a  motion for

a  protec tive  orde r.
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Be fore  filing this  dis cove ry motion, the  Compa ny s hould ha ve  conta cte d EFCA a nd

discusse d its  conce rns . It would ha ve  le a rne d tha t its  hypothe tica l conce rns  will ne ve r come  to

pass . This  is  fa ta l to APS's  request because  it is  a  mandatory pre-condition to filing such a  motion

and APS fa iled to mee t tha t condition, the re fore , its  motion is  premature .

Arizona  Rule  of Civil P roce dure  26(g) ma nda te s  tha t "[n]o dis cove ry motion will be

cons ide re d or s che dule d unle s s  a  s e pa ra te  s ta te me nt of moving couns e l is  a tta che d the re to

certifying that, after personal consulta tion and good faith efforts to do so, counsel have been unable

to sa tisfactorily resolve  the  matter." These  mandatory confer provisions require  tha t lawyers "make

genuine efforts to resolve the dispute" Mthout wasting the tribunal' s time." At a minimum, lawyers must

contact opposing counsel and attempt to resolve the issue before rushing into motion practice. One court

found that failing to pick up the phone proves a "lack of good faith."22 Indeed, the court found that the

lawyer who neglected a  phone call had an "insufficient level of sincerity to his obligation to meet and

resolve the discovery dispute without ... intervention."23 The same holds true in the case at hand.

22 11. EFCA has discretion to use a deposition to discover the witness's testimony.

23

24

Depositions are  the  best way to discover the  basis  of a  witness 's  opinions and the  witness 's

personal memory of past events . A deposition fea tures live  questions and answers and immedia te

25

26

27

28

17 APS Motion at 3:17.
18 APS Motion at 3:18-19.
19 APS Motion at 3:21.
20 APS Motion at 3:22.
21Cotracom Commodity Trading Co. v. Seaboard Corp., 189 F.R.D. 456, 459 (D. Kan. 1999).
22 Shuttle Master, Inc. v. Progressive Games, Inc.,170 F.R.D. 166, 172 (D.Nev. 1996).
23Id.

4



1

2

3

4

5

follow-up. The  fre e -flowing infonna tion e xcha nge  in a  de pos ition ma ke s  it the  corne rs tone  of

civil dis cove ry.

De pos itions  come  with rule s  minimizing a  pa rty's  a bility to influe nce  the  e vide nce . For

example , Rule  32(d)(3)(D) prohibits  speaking objections  because  they "sugges t answers  to the

witne s s ." Rule  32(d)(3)(E) limits  off-the -re cord confe re nce s . If obe ye d, the se  rule s  gua ra nte e

6
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discove ry of the  witness 's  recollection, not counse l's  pos ition.

ERICA's  que s tions  for Ms . Lockwood focus  on  he r pe rs ona l re la tions hip  with  he r

te s timony, not a fte r-the -fa ct jus tifica tions  for it. In othe r words , EFCA wa nts  Ms . Lockwood to

expla in her opinions  and the  reasons  for them in her own words . Deposition is  the  best discovery

device  for tha t.

A.1 1
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Additiona l writte n discovery is  redundant and unnecessa ry.

A pa rty is  not compe lle d to choos e  a nd s e le ct a mong the  de vice s  of dis cove ry to the

exclusion of others .24 Further, EFCA has a  substantia l record to depose  Ms. Lockwood based on

AP S 's  pre -file d te s timony from 15 Compa ny witne s s e s , including Ms . Lockwood's , which

organizes and addresses a ll aspects of this case. EFCA has also reviewed the 500 data  requests in

this  ca se , a long with the  Compa ny's  re sponse s . Re quiring EFCA to se nd unne e de d a dditiona l

reques ts  for da ta  will not promote  e fficient re solution of this  ma tte r.

18 B.
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Discovery need not follow any sequence, but even :fit did, depos itions  are not out

of orde r or ove rly burdensome.

No pre ce de nt supports  the  Compa ny's  re que s t to force  EFCA to a dd to the  nume rous

a lre a dy-se rve d da ta  re que s ts  be fore  it de pose s  a  witne s s . On the  contra ry, a  de pos ition of a

dis clos e d pa rty witne s s  like  Ms . Lockwood, is  a  ma tte r of e ight." Eve n if da ta  re que s ts  we re

deemed to be  the  less  intrusive  and preferred method of discovery, tha t method has a lready been

utilize d e xte ns ive ly. Thus , a lthough no se que nce  of discove ry is  re quire d," a  de pos ition a t this

25

26

27

28

24 Hine v. Super. Ct. In and For Yuma County, 504 P .2d 509, 512 (Ariz. App. le t Div. 1972), see  a lso, Ariz. R. Civ.
P '. Rule 26(d).
25 Ariz. R. Civ. P. Rule 30(a).
26 Ariz. R. Civ. P. Rule 26(d) (Unless  the court upon motion, for the convenience of parties  and witnesses  and in the
interes ts  of jus tice, orders  otherwise, methods  of discovery may be used in any sequence and the fact tha t a  party is
conducting discovery, whether by depos ition or otherwise, sha ll not opera te to delay any other party's  discovery.)
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4

junction could not poss ibly be  out of se que nce . Furthe r, in Ame rica n Fa mily Mutua l Insura nce

Compa ny v. Gra nt, cite d by APS  in its  motion, the  court cite d a n e xa mple  of a n ins ta nce  whe n

depositions were  deemed to be  actua lly less intrus ive  tha n writte n dis cove ry." Afte r pra is ing the

"le ga l a nd e quita ble  me rit" of prompt de pos ition discove ry, the  court wrote : "Re quiring litiga nts

5 to a t le a s t initia lly purs ue  le s s  intrus ive  dis cove ry [de pos itions ] be fore  re s orting to s we e ping

a ls o cons is te nt with the  ma nda te  tha t the  rule s  of civil6 [writte n dis cove ry] de ma nds

7

8

[i]s

proce dure , including those  re la ting to discove ry, 'be  cons true d to se cure  the  jus t, spe e dy, a nd

inexpens ive  de te rmina tion of eve ry action."'28 The  Company pre sents  this  quote  a s  if the  court

9

10

1 1

12

13

14

endorsed a  written discove ry requirement prior to conducting a  depos ition. Ra the r, the  Court of

Appeals  actua lly pra ised the  prompt use  of depositions.

Immedia te ly a fte r pra is ing prompt-deposition jurisdictions , the  Court of Appea ls  he ld tha t,

"[u]nlike  some jurisdictions, we  see  no reason to require  a party to firs t" use  one  form of discovery

be fore  a nothe r." Ins te a d, "dis cove ry me thods  'ma y be  use d in a ny s e que nce ."'30 The  la wye r

se e king dis cove ry ma y se le ct the  orde r a nd timing of dis cove ry." It re cognize d tha t "[i]n some

15

16

17

case s ," written discove ry "may be  an appropria te  firs t s tep in ga the ring" evidence , "e specia lly if

the  informa tion is  needed to prepa re  for a  depos ition."32 But it le ft tha t s tra tegic decis ion to the

If e xte ns ive  dis clos ure  (s uch pre -file d te s timony plus  500 da ta

18

pa rty s e e king dis cove ry. as

requests) has a lready occurred, a  party need not send additional, superfluous discovery to prepare

19 for a  deposition.

20 //

21

22

23 27

24

25

26

27

28

Am. Fem. Mai. Ins. Co. v. Grant, 217 P.3d 1212, 1218 (Ariz. App. let Div. 2009) (citing Prime v. Isaac, 127
S.W.3d 630, 638 (Ky.2004) ("As [the claimant] has yet to take Dr. Prime's deposition and question him about the
sought-after information, the least burdensome route of discovery was simply not followed.") See also, Hine v. Super.
Co. In and For Yuma County,504 P.2d 509, 512 (Ariz. App. let Div. 1972) ("In the early days of the rules, when the
view was held by some courts that interrogatories should be relatively few and limited to the important issues of the
case, courts on occasion refused to require interrogatories to be answered if they believed that the information sought
could be obtained more conveniently and efficiently by means of oral depositions.").
28 Id. at 1218.
29Id.
30 Id.
31 See, id.
so Id. (emphasis added).
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1 III.

2

EFCA ne e ds  a  p rompt de pos ition  now in  o rde r to  fu lly p re pa re  its  c a s e  a nd  a vo id

s ignificant time  cons tra ints  s ubs equent to  APS rebutta l and prior to  hearing.

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

1 1

EFCA needs a  prompt deposition to prepare  direct testimony and prepare  for tria l. ERICA's

deadline  to submit direct te s timony is  December 21, 2016. Be fore  tha t deadline , EFCA mus t: l)

depose  Ms. Lockwood, 2) obta in a  transcript of the  depos ition, 3) give  Ms. Lockwood thirty days

to re a d a nd s ign the  tra nscript, 4) tra nsmit the  fina l tra nscript to a n e xpe rt for a na lys is , a nd 5)

de ve lop a n e xpe rt's  te s timony re la te d to he r opinions . Cra mming a ll de pos itions  into the  pos t-

rebutta l period is  unworkable  because  the  Colnpany's  rebutta l testimony is  due  February 17, 2016,

only about a  month before  the  March 22 hearing and only fifteen (l5) business days before  EFCA's

s urre butta l te s timony mus t be  file d. Tha t is  ins ufficie nt time  to re ce ive  informa tion from a

deposition and prepare  for hearing.

12

13

IV. Pre-emptive ly limiting the  s cope  of a  depos ition would frus tra te  the  entire  purpos e  of

this  dis covery method.

14

15

16

17

18 9733

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

The  Rule s  of Civil P roce dure  de fine  the  scope  of de pos ition que s tioning: "P a rtie s  ma y

obta in dis cove ry re ga rding a ny ma tte r, not privile ge d, which is  re le va nt to the  s ubje ct ma tte r

involve d in the  pe nding a ction.... It is  not grounds  for a n obje ction tha t the  infonna tion sought

will be  inadmiss ible  a t tria l if the  information sought appears  reasonably ca lcula ted to lead to the

dis cove ry of a dmis s ible  e vide nce . Be ca us e  de pos itions  la ck a  judicia l office r to  rule  on

objections, witnesses answer questions subj et to any stated obi ections.34 Objections are preserved

and the  tribunal may la ter rule  on them." Those  rules  a re  consis tent with the  purpose  of discovery,

pa rtie s  ge t to le a d wha t the  e vide nce  is  be fore  the y de ba te  ultima te  is s ue s  of re le va nce  or

a dmis s ibility.

In contrast, the  Company's  proposed ad hoc s tandard is  unworkable . Its  ill-defined request

to limit ques tioning to topics  "directly re la ted to the  content of tha t witness 's  written te s timony"36

is vague and would create  more  questions than answers. For example:

26

27

28

33 Ariz. R. Civ. p. 26(b)(1)(A).
34 Ariz.. R. Civ. p. 30(¢).
35 Ariz. R. Civ. p. 32(<i)(3).
36 APS Motion a t 7:15-16.
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Doe s  the  influe nce  of pos s ible  bia s  on a  witne s s 's  te s timony "dire ctly re la te []" to tha t

tes timony?

Doe s  a  witne s s 's  prior s ta te me nt on the  s a me  s ubje ct ma tte r "dire ctly re la te []" to tha t

tes timony?

Do the  circumstances  of a  prior inconsis tent s ta tement "directly re la te []" to tha t tes timony?

Wha t is  the  diffe re nce  be twe e n que s tioning tha t "dire ctly re la te s" to pre -file d te s timony

and ques tioning tha t indirectly re la te s  to pre -filed te s timony.

Ms . Lockwood's  pre -file d te s timony re fe re nce s  othe r witne sse s ' pre -file d te s timony, do

que s tions  a bout the  te s timony s he  incorpora te s  by re fe re nce  "dire ctly re la te " to he r

tes timony?

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

The  Company's  proposed s tandard opens  a  Pandora 's  Box of potentia l discovery disputes . It will

e ncoura ge  pa rtie s  to ma ke  othe rwis e  ca ptious  obje ctions , pe rha ps  s ince re ly be lie ving this

unusua lly re s trictive  s tanda rd supports  the ir pos ition. Each objection forces  a ll pa rtie s  to litiga te

a  motion to compe l. An unknown, unpre dicta ble  s ta nda rd would gove rn a ll of this  dis cove ry

litiga tion.

In contras t, the  Rule  26(b) s tandard is  known, unders tood, and predictable . Applying this

s ta nda rd, de pos itions  routine ly cove r: l) prior witne ss  s ta te me nts  re la te d to s imila r subje cts , 2)

whe the r the  witness  ha s  re levant knowledge  beyond the ir disclosed te s timony, 3) the  witness 's

re s pons e  to te s timony of othe r witne s s e s  4) pos s ible  s ource s  of bia s , e s pe cia lly for opinion

witne s s e s , 5) the  witne s s 's  re la tions hip  with  o the r pa rtie s  or witne s s e s , 6) the  witne s s 's

involvement in the  case  or s imila r matte rs , and 7) potentia l impeachment.

The  Company does  not provide  any authority to support re s tricting these  a reas  of inquiry

be ca us e  none  e xis ts . Its  only jus tifica tion for upe nding tra ditiona l de pos itions  rule s  is  a n

unsubstantiated allegation that counsel might "ask questions that are  purely politically motivated and

specifically meant to harass or embarrass."37 Accordingly, the  presiding officer should a llow for the

established rules of procedure on this issue to govern.

27

28

37 APS Motion a t 7:21-22.
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1 Conclus ion
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9

The  Compa ny's  spe cula tive  motion doe s  not me e t the  burde n of proof re quire d for the

Commiss ion to grant its  reques ted re lie f APS has  put forth no evidence  supporting its  a llega tion

tha t any pa rty will engage  in prohibited conduct.

Even if, for some reason, the  Company's  personal sentiment overwhelmed tha t assurance ,

the  objective , we ll-known s tanda rds  in the  Rule s  of Civil P rocedure  give  it adequa te  protection.

Like  a ny litiga nt, it be ne fits  from a n obje ctive  dis cove ry s ta nda rd with writte n, we ll-known

enforcement mechanisms. Complica ting this  case  with an unprecedented discovery restrictions is

overly burdensome. EFCA respectfully requests  tha t APS 's  motion be  denied.

10

1 1 Re spe ctfully submitte d this  IN day of October, 2016.
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1 3
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Cou i s
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P pp
Attorney for Ene rgy Freedom Coa lition of America

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

9



1 Origina l and 13 copies  filed on
this IM* day of Oc tober, 2016 with:

2

3

4

Docke t Control
Arizona  Corpora tion Commiss ion
1200 W. Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona  85007

5

6 I hereby certy§ that I have this day served a copy of the foregoing document on all parties of
record in this proceeding by regular or electronic mail to:

7

8
J anice Alward
AZ Corpora tion Commiss ion
ja1ward@azcc.gov

Thomas  Loquvam
Pinnacle Wes t Capita l Corp.
Thomas .loquvam@pinnaclewest.com

9

10
Daniel Pozefsky
RUCO
dpozefsky@azruco.gov
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12

13

Greg Eisert
Steven Puck
Sun City Homeowners Association
gregeisert@gmail.co1n
steven.puck@cox.net

14

Maureen Scott
Arizona  Corpora tion Commiss ion
mscott@azcc.gov
chains@azcc.gov
wvancleve@azcc.gov
tbroderick@azcc.gov
eabinah@azcc.gov
tford@azcc.gov
evanepps@azcc.gov
cfitzsi1nmons@azcc.gov
kchrs itine@azcc.gov

1 5
Patricia  Ferry
pferreact@mac.com

16 Warren Woodward
w6345789@yahoo.com

17

18
Richard Gayer
rgayer@cox.net

19

Timothy Hoga n
ACLP I
thogan@aclpi.org
ken.wilson@westemresources .org
schlegelj@ao1.com

zuckerman@ swenergy.org
bbaatz@aceee.org
briana@votesolar.org

20

Cra ig Ma rks
AUR A
craig.marks@azbar.org
pa t.quinn47474@gmaiLcom

21

22

Anthony Wenger
Ala n Kie rna n
IO DATA CENTERS , LLC
t@io.com
alderman@io.com

23

Al Gervenack
Rob Robbins
Property Owners & Residents Assoc.
aLgervenack@porascw.org
rob.robbins@porascw.org

24

Meghan Graber
OS BORN MALEDON, P A
mgrabe1@omlaw.com
gyaquinto@arizona ic.org

25
Tom Harris
AriS EIA
tom.harris@ariseia .org26

27

C. Webb Crockett
Pa trick Bla ck
FENNEMORE CRAIG, P .C.
wcrokett@fclaw.com
pblack@fc1aw.com28
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1

2

Cynthia  Zwick
Kevin Hengehold
ACCA
czwick@azcaa .org
khengehold@azcaa.org

3

Nichola s  Enoch
Ka itlyn Redfie ld-Ortiz
Emily Tornabene
Lubin & Enoch PC
nick@lubinandenoch.com

4

5

Jay Modes
Modes  Sellers  & Hendricks  LTD
jasonmoyes@law-msh.com
jimoyes@1aw-msh.com
jim@harcuvar.com

6

7

Scott Wakefield
Hienton Cun'y, PLLC
swakefield@hclawgroup.com
m1ougee@hc1awgroup.com
stephen.chriss@wal-mart.com
greg.ti11man@wal-mart.com
chris .hendrix@wa1-martcom

8

Kurt Boehm
Jody Kylen Cohn
Boehm  Kurtz & Lowry
kboehm@bkl1awHrm.com
jkylercohn@bkl1awfirm.corn

9

10
John William Moore, J r.
Kroger
jmoore@mbmb1aw.com

1 1

Sheryl A. Sweeney
Albe rt H. Aike n
Samuel L. Lowland
Ryley Ca rlock & Applewhite
ssweeney@rcalaw.com
aacken@rcalaw.com
slofland@rca law.com

12
Lawrence V. Robertson, J r.
Noble Americas  Energy Solutions  LLC
tubac1awyer@aoLcom

1 3
Jeffrey J . Woner
K.R. Sa line & Associa tes
jjw@ krs a line .com

14

1 5

16

Michael Pa tten
Jason Gellman
S nell & Wilmer LLP
mpatten@swlaw.co1n
jgellman@swlaw.com
docket@swlaw.com
bcarroll@tep.com17

18 Charles  Wesselhoft
P ima  County Attorney's  Office
charles .wesselhoft@pcao.pima.gov19

20 Giancarlo Estrada
Ka s per Es tra da  LLP
gestrada@1awphx.com21

22 Greg Patterson
Munger Cha dwick
greg@azcpa.org23

24

25
Y

26
By: J

|

MQ: i.r i
LM/27

/
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